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IN

THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)

Plaintiff-Respondent,

NO. 48096-2020

)

V.

)

Ada County Case N0.

)

CR01-18—11101

)

JUSTIN MILO BEESON,

)
)

Defendant-Appellant.

RESPONDENT’S BRIEF

)
)

Has Beeson failed t0 show that the district court abused its sentencing discretion When it
imposed a sentence 0f two years determinate upon his conviction for battery upon a correctional
employee?

ARGUMENT
Beeson Has Failed T0 Show That The
A.

District

Court Abused

Its

Sentencing Discretion

Introduction

Beeson was serving a

life

sentence for ﬁrst-degree murder. (PSI, pp. 236, 240.)

history in the institution of “past attempts t0 manipulate female staff

37.)

He “rushed into” a classroom at the Idaho

He had

a

members.” (PSI, pp. 236-

State Correctional Institution (ISCI)

where a female

teaching assistant

was

(PSI, pp. 236-38.)

eating her lunch and attacked her, trying t0 drag her out of the classroom.

He dragged

her approximately 28 feet before another inmate was able t0

intervene and rescue the teaching assistant.

(PSI, pp. 236-38.)

As

adjoining classroom for a time. (PSI, pp. 236-38.)

had “increased anxiety,

The
employee.

PTSD

and depression.” (PSI,

(R., pp. 85-86.)

determinate, consecutive to
entry ofjudgment.

apparently after his

judgment.

Beeson pled

all

guilty to battery

p. 97.)

The

6, 8,

state

imposed a sentence 0f two years

other sentences. (R., pp. 111-13.) Beeson did not appeal from the

entered a “Superseding Judgment of Conviction” almost a year

appeal rights

were reinstated 0n post-conviction.

(R.,

pp.

later,

124-26

and emphasis omitted).) Beeson ﬁled a notice of appeal timely from the re-entered

(R., pp. 129-30.)

but nevertheless contends the district court abused

B.

on a correctional employee and the

district court

On appeal Beeson acknowledges that his issue

argument

p. 239.)

(E generally R.)

district court

(capitalization

a result 0f the attack the teaching assistant

charged Beeson With ﬁrst-degree kidnapping and battery 0n a correctional

state

dismissed the kidnapping charge. (R.,

The

Beeson barricaded himself in an

because his claim

its

is

moot because he has served his

sentence,

discretion. (Appellant’s brief, pp. 3-6.)

moot and because the

district court

did not abuse

His

its

discretion.

“Justiciability issues, such as mootness, are freely reviewed.” State V. Barclay,

149 Idaho

fails

Standard

is

Of Review

232 P.3d 327, 329 (2010).

The length 0f a sentence

is

reviewed under an abuse of discretion standard considering the

defendant’s entire sentence. State V. Oliver, 144 Idaho 722, 726, 170 P.3d 387, 391 (2007) (citing
State V. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 460, 50 P.3d 472,

475 (2002); State

V.

Huffman, 144 Idaho 201,

159 P.3d 838 (2007)).

It is

presumed

that the

ﬁxed portion of the sentence

probable term of conﬁnement. Li. (citing State

Where
is

a sentence

is

Trevino, 132 Idaho 888, 980 P.2d 552 (1999)).

Within statutory limits, the appellant bears the burden of demonstrating that

it

a clear abuse 0f discretion. State V. Baker, 136 Idaho 576, 577, 38 P.3d 614, 615 (2001) (citing

State V. Lundguist, 134 Idaho 83

its

V.

will be the defendant’s

1,

11

P.3d 27 (2000)). In evaluating Whether a lower court abused

discretion, the appellate court conducts a four—part inquiry,

(1) correctly perceived the issue as

one 0f discretion;

Which asks “Whether the

(2) acted within the outer

trial court:

boundaries of its

discretion; (3) acted consistently With the legal standards applicable t0 the speciﬁc choices

available t0

and

it;

reached

(4)

its

decision

by the

exercise 0f reason.” State V. Herrera, 164 Idaho

261, 270, 429 P.3d 149, 158 (2018) (citing Lunneborg

V.

MV Fun Life,

163 Idaho 856, 863, 421

P.3d 187, 194 (2018)).

Beeson Has Shown N0 Abuse Of The

C.

“An

issue

becomes moot

if

it

District Court’s Discretion

does not present a real and substantial controversy that

capable 0f being concluded through judicial decree 0f speciﬁc relief.”

Koch

V.

Canyon

is

Ctv., 145

Idaho 158, 163, 177 P.3d 372, 377 (2008) (quotation marks omitted). “Generally, after a defendant
is

released from prison, appeals regarding the excessiveness of a sentence are

moot because even

a favorable decision could not produce any relief for the defendant.” State V. Rogers, 140 Idaho

223, 227, 91 P.3d 1127, 1131 (2004).

when

there

is

There are three exceptions to the mootness doctrine: “(1)

the possibility 0f collateral legal consequences

issue; (2)

when

repetition;

and

the challenged conduct

(3)

when an

Barclay, 149 Idaho at

8,

otherwise

232 P.3d

at

is

likely t0

moot

imposed on the person raising the

evade judicial review and thus

is

capable 0f

issue raises concerns of substantial public interest.”

329 (quotation marks omitted).

Beeson admits

his claim

of an excessive sentence

moot because he has served

is

his

sentence, and he does not claim any exception t0 the mootness doctrine. (Appellant’s brief, p. 4.)

Because the issue

is

moot and Beeson has

should be dismissed.

State V.

failed to

Camp, 134 Idaho 662, 668,

(declining t0 address claim of excessive sentence

Even

if the issue

show any exception
8

Where sentence

to

mootness,

P.3d 657, 663

(Ct.

discretion.

burden of demonstrating an abuse of discretion, the appellant must establish

App. 2000)

To bear

that,

the

under any

State V. Farwell, 144 Idaho 732, 736,

In determining Whether the appellant

170 P.3d 397, 401 (2007).

appeal

served).

was not moot, Beeson has shown n0 abuse 0f

reasonable View of the facts, the sentence was excessive.

this

met

this

burden, the court

considers the entire sentence but, because the decision t0 release the defendant on parole

is

exclusively the province 0f the executive branch, presumes that the determinate portion will be the

period 0f actual incarceration.

144 Idaho

(citing Oliver,

the appellant

at

State V. Bailey, 161 Idaho 887, 895,

726, 170 P.3d at 391).

must demonstrate

that reasonable

To

392 P.3d 1228, 1236 (2017)

establish that the sentence

was

excessive,

minds could not conclude the sentence was

appropriate t0 accomplish the sentencing goals 0f protecting society, deterrence, rehabilitation,

and retribution.

Far_well,

144 Idaho

at

736, 170 P.3d at 401.

A sentence is reasonable “‘if

it

appears

necessary t0 accomplish the primary objective 0f protecting society and t0 achieve any 0r

all

the related goals of deterrence, rehabilitation, or retribution.” Ba_iley, 161 Idaho at 895-96,

P.3d

at

1236-37 (quoting State

The

district

V.

McIntosh, 160 Idaho

court considered the relevant

1, 8,

0f

392

368 P.3d 621, 628 (2015)).

sentencing considerations, including the

aggravating and mitigating circumstances, and imposed a sentence 0f two years determinate. (TL,
p. 56, L. 13

this

— p.

59, L. 13.)

The

facts

of this crime, combined with the aggravating factors such as

being Beeson’s fourth felony conviction, support the

district court’s exercise

of discretion.

Beeson contends
excessive.

that there

district court also

The

much

factors in this case that

However, the mitigating

(Appellant’s brief, pp. 4-6.)

considered by the district court.

not address,

was mitigating

(Tr., p. 56, L. 13

—

p. 59, L. 13.)

W

considered aggravating factors. (TL,
less

show

error, in the district court’s

state respectfully requests this

p. 56, L.

13

show

factors

the sentence to be

Beeson

cites

were

Unlike Beeson, however, the

— p.

59, L. 13.)

Beeson does

balancing of these factors.

Court to afﬁrm the judgment of the

district court.

DATED this 2nd day of December, 2020.
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